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INTRODUCTION
ganization of interaction itself, focusing on the impact of formal positional differences, of cultural beliefs about gender status, and of gender identity processes. We shift then to examine how unequal interaction mediates cultural beliefs about gender and how interaction processes affect network contacts and structures.
NETWORKS OF MALE-FEMALE INTERACTION
Although men and women interact frequently, only a minority of these interactions occur between men and women who, except for gender, are otherwise peers in the power and status associated with their social roles and positions. Researchers find that gender homophily, the tendency for network connections to be same-sex rather than cross-sex, begins virtually as soon as children are able to choose their playmates (Block 1979, Lever 1978 , Eder & Hallinan 1978 . Since this homophily occurs at about the same time that children develop the knowledge that sex is a permanent personal characteristic, it is probably shaped by identity processes (Kohlberg 1974, Block 1979). The implications of this childhood division may be profound. Networks and knowledge co-evolve, with network connections creating shared knowledge which, in turn, increases the propensity to interact (Carley 1986 (Carley , 1991 . The common activities that occur in childhood play groups create gendered knowledge, which strengthens the perception of gender differences and erodes the common ground upon which intimate, status-equal friendship relationships between males and females must be based. Researchers have argued that these gendered subcultures increase the potential for misunderstanding between men and women (Maltz & Borker 1982 , Tannen 1990 ).
Although peer friendship relations remain gender homophilous into adulthood, there are many similarities in men's and women's networks. Adult women and men have discussion networks of about the same size (Fischer 1982 , Marsden 1987 ); young, unmarried men and women, in particular, have very similar patterns of interaction. Marriage and childbearing introduce subtle changes in networks, however, because of the gendered nature of family life. Wellman (1985) found that childbearing significantly reduced cross-sex contacts for women, drawing them into a female world of play groups and school activities. Women typically have a higher proportion of contacts with kin and neighbors than men (Fischer & Oliker 1983, Marsden 1987); although men get drawn into a more family-oriented female kinship network with the birth of a new child, this family embeddedness fades as the child ages (Munch et al 1997) .
Women are much more likely to know friends through their husband's work ties than men are to know their wives' work friends (Fischer & Oliker 1983) . Aldrich (1989) suggests that women are more supportive of their husbands' networks than husbands are of their wives'. Structural factors also may be at work. Women are more likely to move with their husbands' work opportunities than men are to move with their wives' job changes. In a study of recent job changers in four white-collar occupations, Campbell (1988) found that children and geographic mobility had a much bigger impact on women's networks than on men's. Women's network ties to co-workers shrank in response to having young children and to moving because of their spouse's job. When the women in Campbell's study moved because of their husband's career opportunities, the diversity of their networks also decreased.
Voluntary The picture that emerges from the research about social networks is one in which women seldom meet men in status-equal, role-similar interactions (Smith-Lovin & McPherson 1993). Beginning in childhood, much interaction is gender homophilous. Boys and girls develop in gendered subcultures surrounding play activities and, after a brief period of greater interaction as young, unmarried adults, move into highly differentiated adult worlds. Women interact with other women in child-centered or neighborhood settings, keep religious and kinship contacts alive through regular maintenance, and share intimate friendships with other women. Men interact with a wider range of people, including some women, in the context of larger, more heterogeneous groups. The men are drawn temporarily into kinship ties with the birth of a child, but those contacts fade in importance as the child ages and the nuclear family reasserts itself as the primary basis of men's intimacy and social support.
Men and women meet each other in contexts where institutional roles heavily structure their interaction. Kinship, work, and couple-oriented social events are the primary settings for these interactions. When a woman talks with a man, she is most likely to do so as a mother, a wife, a daughter, an employee, a purchaser of services, or perhaps as the wife of his male friend. Contacts between men and women are most likely to occur in large political or business- Women's networks are more likely than men's to be densely interconnected because of the kinship structures and small groups in which they are generated; the people with whom women interact are more likely to know one another well while the people to whom men are tied are more likely to be disconnected from one another. Therefore, women are less likely to experience the autonomy that comes from conflicting or disconnected affiliations. In a sense, women's social worlds are more like a small town, where everyone knows everyone else, while men's are based in a wider variety of disconnected institutional spheres. Men get diverse information from their larger numbers of weak ties (Granovetter 1973, Lin 1999) and have more opportunities to generate power through exclusivity of exchange relations (Molm & Cook 1995) or through brokerage opportunities (Burt 1992) .
One special case where we have a great deal of information about the patterns and character of contacts between men and women is the workplace. There are a wealth of studies exploring the social capital that white-collar, managerial-level workers accumulate and its effects on their career advancement. The sex-segregated nature of work creates a biased opportunity structure for work interaction between men and women. Women are found in different, often less attractive, jobs than men (Reskin 1993 ); this segregation is especially strong at the firm level where workers actually interact (Bielby & Baron 1986). This means that although men and women may interact in the workplace, most of their interactions will be cross-occupation (e.g. nurses with doctors, secretaries with managers), with men occupying the higher paying, higher authority position (South et al 1982).
In the relatively rare instances where men and women are in similar occupations, jobs, and hierarchical levels, they have surprisingly similar networks. In particular, they are equally likely to hold central positions in informal organizational networks (Brass 1985 , Miller 1986 , Ibarra 1992 and to have similar personal networks (Aldrich et al 1989, Moore 1990, Burt 1992). But since women are much rarer at the higher ranks in most occupations and organizations, organizational demography constrains the pool of potential network contacts that are both gender homophilous and high status for most women workers (Ibarra 1992). High-status women can have supportive contacts with highly placed people (mostly male) or with other women (mostly lower status than themselves), but not both simultaneously (Ibarra 1997).
These subtle network pressures on women in high status positions lead to some interesting differences in the ability of women to translate network characteristics into career advancement. Men are more able to translate educational attainment and external professional contacts into central positions in informal organizational networks (Ibarra 1992 , Miller 1986 ). Furthermore, men are bet-ter able to use some network structures to their advantage. Burt (1992) found that men's mobility was enhanced by ties to people who were not directly connected to one another (i.e. bridging ties that crossed structural holes in the network). Women, on the other hand, needed strong ties to strategic partners in the organization to advance quickly. Ibarra (1997) also found that fast-track men advanced most quickly when their networks bridged structural holes, while fast-track women built networks that were higher in both tie strength and range of contacts within and outside the organization. These organizational network findings confirm Granovetter's (1983, 1985) conclusion that weak ties are less advantageous for people in insecure positions, whether economically or socially. Women's lower status and legitimacy in the managerial world means that they need strong ties to sponsors and mentors that allow them to "borrow" social capital (to use Burt's economic language). Men can use the information and structural power that comes from weak, bridging ties, because they do not have the legitimacy problems that women face.
In sum, the literature on work networks tells us two important things. First, managerial women (or women in blue-collar jobs traditionally dominated by men) are less likely than similar men to have ties with same-sex others who are in their same position or who are just above them in the hierarchy. Therefore, they will find it more difficult to find role models or sources of information about how to handle the special problems that they may experience either because of work-family conflicts or because of their less legitimated token status (Ibarra 1996). To have gender-homophilous ties, women must have networks that range further outside their own organization (Ibarra 1992, 1997) or outside their own hierarchical level within the organization. Second, the legitimacy problems that women face lead networks to work differently for them. Close ties to a superior who can sponsor them are more important for women; these ties are often with a man, given the organizational demography of managerial positions. Although these male mentors may not provide solutions to the special problems that women face, they do offer connections that confer status and opportunity.
THE OVERDETERMINED NATURE OF INEQUALITY IN MALE-FEMALE INTERACTION

Gender and Positions ofAuthority
Network studies show that cross-sex interaction is usually embedded in unequal, institutionalized role relationships. Women are most frequently in the low status position (e.g., mentor and protege, boss and secretary). Even when women and men appear to occupy the same status position, differences in their legitimacy and the ways in which informal networks work for them may produce interactional effects that have far-reaching implications.
Since cognitive sex categorization makes gender a background identity for actors in these encounters, they experience men in more powerful roles, behaving assertively and agentically, while women act in a more supportive manner in their less powerful roles. Eagly Role theory argues that interactional behavior is shaped by the most salient role in a setting. In most contexts this is an institutional role such as a job. Thus, role theory predicts that men and women will act similarly in similar formal roles. Gender roles are a primary determinant of behavior only when they are salient in the situation or other roles are ambiguous. When gender roles are salient, stereotypic expectations for agency and communion create gender differences in behavior.
Are the structural constraints of position the primary source of men and women's behavior in unequal formal roles, as role theory predicts, or is behavior strongly shaped by individuals' gendered skills and traits? If gendered traits play a large role, they would affect the selection of men and women into powerful versus subordinate roles as well as the way that they act in those roles.
The evidence clearly supports the importance of structural constraints independent of gendered traits. In positions of similar formal authority, few differences appear between men and women in the way they interact with either same-or other-sex subordinates. Johnson (1994) randomly assigned men and women to positions of authority in same-and mixed-sex contexts. She found no gender differences in their managerial behavior. In an extensive meta-analysis of leadership studies, Eagly & Johnson (1990) similarly found no differences in how task directed male and female leaders acted and only very slight differences (effect size d= 0.04) in how interpersonally oriented they were.
In a familial context, positions of power or role also shape men and women's behavior in similar ways. In a study of heterosexual and homosexual couples, Kollock et al (1985) showed that the member a couple rated as more powerful in shared decisions generally talked more and interrupted the partner more than the less powerful member did, regardless of sex or sex of partner. Risman (1998) reports that men cast in the position of primary caretaker for a child adapt to behave similarly to women who mother.
On Expectation states theory claims that gender becomes salient in a setting when it either differentiates the actors (a mixed-sex context) or is culturally linked to the task at hand. When gender is salient, gender status beliefs shape the expectations actors form for the competence of men and women in the setting. These often unconscious performance expectations shape behavior in a self-fulfilling way. They affect the likelihood that a man, compared to a woman, will speak up and make suggestions to the group and that others will respond positively to those suggestions, ask for the person's opinions, and accept influence from the person. In this way, performance expectations, shaped by gender status beliefs, create a power and prestige order among men and women in the setting (Lockheed 1985, Wagner & Berger 1997, Wood & Karten 1986). In mixed sex groups, then, the theory predicts that men will be more influential, participate more, be more assertive, and be less inclined to agree than similar women. When the task or setting is stereotypically masculine (e.g., car repair), gender's direct relevance to the setting will exaggerate these behavioral differences, increasing men's power and prestige advantage over women. When the task is stereotypically feminine (e. g., child care), the theory predicts that women will have a slight power and prestige advantage over men. In same-sex groups, on the other hand, gender status will not be salient unless the task is gender typed. As a result, men's and women's participation and assertive, task-oriented behavior should be similar in same-sex groups with a gender-neutral task.
These predictions hold for men and women who are otherwise equals. When other status characteristics (e.g., education, valued skills, occupation, ethnicity) are salient in the situation as well as gender, the theory argues that actors combine the implications of each, weighted by its relevance to the situational goal, to form aggregated performance expectations for each actor compared to another. In some situations, more relevant status characteristics may outweigh the effect of gender status. According to expectation states, then, although sex categorization may occur in all interactions, the impact of gender status on behavior varies greatly. It depends on the salience of gender status beliefs in the situation and their relevance to the task at hand, compared to other status information that is also salient.
Expectation states theory provides a good account of the gender organization of behaviors that are task directed or enact a power and prestige hierarchy. These include participation, influence, emergent leadership, assertive gestures and gaze, and tentative speech. With the exception of agreement, which is part of the influence process, the theory does not address the supportive, socioemotional aspects of interaction. We review research and associated explanations of socioemotional behavior after a consideration of power and prestige behaviors. PARTICIPATION demonstrated that men's tendency to speak more and engage in more active task behaviors in mixed sex discussions was mediated by status-based assumptions that the men were more competent. When performance expectations for men and women in the situation were equalized, gender differences in behavior disappeared.
In a meta-analytic study of emergent leadership in mixed sex contexts, Eagly & Karau (1991) found that the overall tendency for men to become leaders rather than women varied with the gender typing of the leadership and task. As expectation states theory predicts, the likelihood that men became leaders was especially high when the task was culturally masculine, moderate when the task was gender neutral, and low or negative when the task was culturally feminine or leadership was social in nature. Several studies have shown that gender differences in leadership disappear or favor women in mixed sex groups when the task turns to one favoring the interests and expected competence of women ( (Ellyson et al 1992) .
The relevance of gender to the setting affects gaze and gestures as well. Dovidio et al (1998) found that when mixed sex dyads turned from a gender neutral task to a masculine task, men's greater visual dominance and rate of gesturing became exaggerated, but when the dyad shifted to discuss a feminine task, women displayed more visual dominance and gestured more than men. These shifts in gaze and gesture patterns accompanied corresponding changes in participation rates and speech initiations, indicating changes in the behavioral power and prestige orders of the dyads. Maltz & Borker (1982) and Tannen (1990) have argued that women learn more supportive, less dominance oriented speech styles in childhood peer groups that are sex segregated. In mixed sex contexts, according to this view, women's more supportive speech style is misinterpreted as tentative and deferential. This "gendered subcultures" argument, in contrast to that of Lakoff (1975) and expectation states theory, predicts greater gender differences in tentative speech forms between men and women in same-sex groups than in mixed sex groups. In task directed settings, however, research does not support this prediction. In a well designed study, Carli (1990) has shown that women use more hedges, disclaimers, and tag questions than similar men in mixed sex task discussion, but there are no gender differences in these speech forms in same-sex discussions. Women's higher rate of socioemotional behaviors in interaction is attributed to several sources. When gender status is salient (in mixed-sex or genderrelevant settings), women face legitimacy problems when they seek to be highly influential. Accompanying their assertive efforts with socioemotional "softeners" assuages resistance and increases their influence in the group, as research shows (Carli 1990 Status factors alone, however, do not explain women's increased socioemotional behaviors in female groups. In a modification of the gendered subcultures argument, Carli (1990) suggests that people have gendered schemas for socioemotional behavior in same-sex interaction. Whether or not this is the case, it appears that people signal or mark gender identity and, thus, gender difference across interaction contexts primarily through behaviors in the socioemotional realm. It is interesting that the identity marked by socioemotional behavior is female or not: Adding socioemotional behaviors is distinctively female, but a socioemotionally neutral style is not definitively male. As linguists note, it is the exception to the dominant form that is marked in language (e.g., woman doctor).
In sum, gender status beliefs become salient in mixed sex or gender relevant situations and create unequal competence expectations for similar men and women. These expectations organize a broad array of assertive, goal-oriented behaviors, both verbal and nonverbal, creating a gender hierarchy of influence and esteem among the actors. Men's advantage in this behavioral hierarchy is moderate in gender-neutral settings but becomes stronger when the task is masculine typed. When the task is culturally feminine, women have a slight advantage over men in the behavioral hierarchy. Because gender status combines with other salient status distinctions to affect behavior, gender status effects can be overwhelmed by other, counteracting status characteristics (e.g., woman computer whiz) that are more relevant in the situation than gender is.
The evidence shows that gender inequality in male-female interaction is created primarily by situational factors. These include unequal formal roles and salient gender status beliefs. As a result, behavioral difference and inequality are quite sensitive to changes in the structure of situations and vary across contexts. A general pattern of inequality in male-female interaction only occurs because it is overdetermined by situational factors. Gender status beliefs support the assignment and enactment of unequal formal roles between men and women. Unequal roles, in turn, create interactional experiences that sustain status beliefs. Status beliefs themselves import inequality into interactions between men and women who are formal peers.
Cultural gender beliefs imply difference as well as inequality. Across mixed-and same-sex contexts, gender difference and identity, rather than status in the situation, seem to be marked most consistently by socioemotional behaviors rather than task-directed behaviors. "Doing gender" is an ethnomethodological approach that argues gender is an interactional accomplishment, something that must be continually enacted in local situations to persist as a social phenomenon. Cultural norms dictate that there are two and only two sexes, each with inherent natures that justify male dominance. However, these norms cannot be maintained unless people present themselves in ways that allow others to categorize them as male or female. Gender, in this perspective, is the local management of conduct in relation to normative conceptions of appropriate behavior and attitudes for one's sex category (West & Zimmerman 1987 ). Thus, gender is an adverb rather than a noun-something that modifies the ways that role behaviors are enacted, rather than a personal characteristic. Gender qualifies how a person carries out any behavior in any situation, so that the behavior can be recognized as a culturally competent gender performance by others. The concept of gender as something that one "does" has been very influential as a theoretical point, but researchers have been slow to operationalize this insight to orient empirical work on interaction (see Brines 1994 for a notable exception). The structural symbolic interactionists have been much more explicit about how cultural meanings associated with gender get transformed into behaviors specific to institutional situations. Gender is often viewed as a "master identity" because it is evoked across a large variety of contexts, rather than being associated with specific institutional roles (Stets & Burke 1996) . It serves as a background personal identity, based on one's sex category, even while more specific roles are being enacted. Feminine identities like female, woman, lady, wife, and mother are more positively evaluated, less powerful, and a bit more expressive than their male counterparts (male, man, gentleman, husband, and father) (Kroska 1997). Institutional roles that require or strongly suggest a particular gender (e.g., family roles like son and daughter, or gender-segregated occupational roles like secretary and welder) will incorporate these gender meanings as part of the roleidentity's connotation. When someone is a gender-atypical occupant of a roleidentity, the gender marks and modifies the meaning of the identity in systematic ways (Averett & Heise 1988). While a "female judge" is a very powerful, grave person, the addition of the modifier "female" will make her seem a little more positive, less powerful, and more expressive than her male counterparts who occupy the unmarked identity ("judge," because we assume "male") (Averett & Heise 1988).
Gender Identities in Interaction
The gendered meanings of identities shape behavior. In general, we expect women to behave in a more positive, less powerful, more expressive way. In this sense, the structural symbolic interactionists' view is closely related to traditional socialization approaches to gender: People learn meanings about what it is to be masculine or feminine and then enact those meanings across a variety of situations. The control system introduces a crucial difference, however, because it explains how situational factors can have such an important impact on the way in which gender meanings are played out. For example, we see how situational role-identities can powerfully shape or even overwhelm gender. A woman acting as a mother may show strongly feminine behavior (because gendered meanings are so central to the meaning of "mother"), but when she goes to a business meeting to enact the role-identity of boss, the fact that she is a "female boss" may only slightly modify the manner in which she carries out that role. Most importantly, the control perspective illustrates how recent events can shape what behaviors are needed to maintain meanings. If an interaction is making one seem more feminine than one's fundamentally held gender identity, then more assertive behavior might result, even if the identity standard were quite feminine. On the other hand, a woman who has had to engage in a nasty fight with a service person to carry out some household task may respond by being unusually unassertive and emotional to her husband a few moments later; the traditional femininity in the latter encounter helps to restore meanings that were upset in the former confrontation. In this way, the control system view of the structural symbolic interactionist mirrors the basic insight of the "doing gender" perspective. Different actions will serve to express and maintain gender identities within different situational contexts.
Researchers have applied the new control theories to the dynamics of conversation. Robinson & Smith-Lovin (1992) looked at how gender identities shaped discussions among male and female students in six-person task groups. Since common conversational behaviors like "interrupt" and "talk to" have meanings that shape impressions of the speaker and the recipient, men and women respond somewhat differently in such discussions. Stets & Burke (1996) used the same logic to study how married couples discussed disagreements. They found that spouses with a more masculine identity used more negative behavior in the marital interactions, while those with a feminine identity used more positive behavior. This finding echoes an earlier result from Drass (1986) , who showed that self-meanings of masculinity and femininity could shape conversational dynamics even in same-sex discussions. Burke et al (1988) applied the perspective to more powerful behaviors: physical and sexual abuse during dating relationships.
The fact that identity meanings are controlled in interaction does not mean that they cannot change. Persistent disconfirmations of our self-relevant meanings can lead us to adjust so that our identities better fit the impressions being produced in actual experiences. Burke & Cast (1997) explored how the gender identities of newly married couples shifted over a three-year period that included the birth of their first child. The interactions surrounding the birth led to an increase in gender identity differences, as the new mother and father played out their parental roles. However, role-taking processes in which a spouse takes his or her partner's perspective on the interactions served to create convergence in gender identities. Verta Taylor (1999) showed how social movements purposefully create new identity meanings. In an ethnographic study of a post-partum self-help group, Taylor followed how new mothers' identities were transformed to create a more positive, assertive emotional state.
Although they arise from very different intellectual traditions, both the doing-gender perspective and the structural symbolic interaction theories stress similar changes to the traditional gender role socialization perspective. They both emphasize that gender is accomplished in a situational context. Which behaviors support gender conceptions vary from one interaction to another, depending on the institutional background, the recent history of the interaction, and the roles occupied by the participants. Both perspectives stress the meanings associated with behaviors as well as identities. Behaviors in interaction provide social confirmation or disconfirmation of gendered identities because they have cultural meanings that interactants share.
The primary difference between the two perspectives is the degree of specificity about these cultural meanings and how they are assessed in empirical work. The original proponents of the doing gender perspective, West & Zimmerman (1987:127) , defined gender as "the activity of managing situated conduct in light of normative conceptions of attitudes and activities appropriate for one's sex category," placing the emphasis squarely on the behavioral accomplishment of gendered meanings. But, as Kroska (1998:307) pointed out, advocates of the doing gender perspective rarely measure these normative conceptions, but rather infer them from differences in behavior by sex category. Kroska showed how combining the basic insight of the doing gender perspective with the greater formalism of the identity control theories can produce theoretical progress. She examined how the meanings associated with common household tasks (e.g. cleaning a kitchen, feeding a baby) might produce the extraordinarily stable division of labor in the home. Viewing gender ideology as an identity to which people are committed in varying degrees helped to explain the sometimes weak correlations that have been observed between these attitudes and actual household behavior. Blending the doing gender and identity control ideas helps us introduce a dynamic, situational aspect to the basic insight of traditional socialization theory, that people learn cultural meanings about what it is to be a man or woman that shape their behavior in a wide variety of situations. It refocuses our attention on the meanings of social actions as well as identities. It also helps us cope with the empirical fact that gender behavior looks very different in different institutional contexts (and sometimes appears to disappear altogether, when institutional roles are dominant and gender is not salient).
THE ROLE OF UNEQUAL INTERACTION IN MEDIATING BELIEFS ABOUT GENDER
Gendered identity meanings develop in response to widely shared cultural beliefs about men and women. Several scholars have noted the striking correspondence between such beliefs about men and women and stereotypes of high-and low-status people more generally (i.e., respected, competent, leaderlike versus supportive, less competent, and followerlike) (Conway et al 1996 , Geis et al 1984 , Gerber 1996 . Given sex categorization in interaction and male-female interaction that is most often status ordered, men and women commonly experience one another as acting in high-and low-status ways. It is reasonable to expect that these repeated experiences would affect widely shared beliefs about men's and women's attributes.
Research suggests that interactional experiences can induce people to take on status beliefs about their distinguishing characteristics. After repeated encounters between people who differed in resources that led to influence, such as pay, as well as a distinguishing characteristic, actors believed that most people see those in the advantaged category of the characteristic as more respected and competent than, but not as nice as, those in the disadvantaged category (Ridgeway et al 1998 
INTERACTION PROCESSES AFFECT NETWORK STRUCTURES
In the section above, we reviewed how ubiquitous sex categorization and the structural inequality of men and women lead to unequal interaction and the formation of beliefs about essential differences between men and women. Now we turn to the reciprocal effect: how interactional processes, sex categorization, and gender beliefs shape the degree to which men and women inter-act. Since most network research has focused on the outcomes of networks rather than their sources, this topic reveals fewer empirical studies.
Homophily on gender operates both through the opportunities that are presented for men and women to interact (induced homophily) and through the choice to interact with others who view the world in the same way (choice homophily) ( Lovin 1992a) . To the extent that men and women occupy "different worlds" because of their structural positions, they will be more likely to form gender-homophilious friendships and other peer relations (Carley 1986 (Carley , 1991 . To the extent that people enjoy interacting with those who accord them status or power (Kemper 1978, Heise 1999), we would expect men to seek out women for intimate friendships more often than women seek out men. Women, on the other hand, can operate in the absence of some constraints by interacting in all-female groups. Robinson & Smith-Lovin (1992b) find, for example, that men have higher success than women in getting a laugh for a joke when they are in mixed sex groups but that women make more jokes than men in same-sex groups.
Individuals vary, of course, in how central gender identity is in their self structure. A social identity perspective may help to explain the considerable variability in the extent to which people in the same structural position construct ego networks that are gender homophilous (Ibarra 1995, Chatman & Brown 1996, Ely 1994, Wharton 1992). The salience of gender identity is likely to vary depending on factors such as personal history, organizational context, exposure to social movement activities, parents' ideologies, and other factors. The extent to which people select for gender-homophilous networks also is determined by the legitimacy of men and women within a particular position. Ibarra (1996) showed how the legitimacy problems that women faced as they were promoted into a role requiring interaction with clients led them to seek out female mentors who had faced similar problems.
In sum, interaction processes affect with whom one interacts in several interrelated ways. First, since men and women often occupy different structural positions, they come to know different things, view the world in different ways, and prefer gender-homophilous friendships. Second, since women are often structurally disadvantaged in interactions with men, sex category is likely to remain socially constructed as a salient difference. Third, gender identity salience will vary across individuals in predictable ways, based on personal biography and structural context, producing concomitant variations in the gender homophily of ego networks. Finally, the special legitimacy and interactional problems that women face may lead them to seek out other women as appropriate role models, mentors, and friends. As we note above, most of these observations apply equally to any other social category that is ordered by status, power, and prestige. The unique features of gender are that it involves two roughly equal-sized populations, increasing the potential role of choice homophily, and that it is spread more evenly across many other structural and geographic divides, decreasing its strong correlation with other salient factors that might reinforce interactional differences.
CONCLUSION
Any theory of gender difference and inequality must accommodate three basic findings from research on interaction. 1. People perceive gender differences to be pervasive in interaction. 2. Actual studies of interaction among equalstatus, equal-power peers indicate relatively few gender differences in behavior. Those that occur are concentrated in the socio-emotional, nonverbal domains that are commonly considered to be less central to instrumental outcomes. Equal status/power contacts between men and women may be the most problematic for the gender system, since they undermine both difference and inequality (Reskin 1988 ). 3. Most interactions between men and women occur within the structural context of role or status relationships that are unequal. Unequal role/status relationships between men and women produce many differences in interactional behavior that are commonly associated with gender.
Together, these findings point to a process by which cultural conceptions of gender that justify inequality are constructed from the way gender is enmeshed in the conduct of other roles/identities across diverse structural contexts. Additional research is needed on several aspects of this process. 1. We need a better understanding of the way gender combines with other identities/roles/statuses and shapes the way they are played. This research could focus on how statuses combine to create expectations in a group, on how less legitimate authority figures play out their roles, on how multiple identities combine in situated action, or on how people "do" gender in different institutional domains. 2. We need further investigation of the structural sources of interactional differences between men and women and the processes by which these differences are incorporated into our cultural meanings of what it is to be a man or woman. 3. We have reasonably effective theories and evidence on how status, power, and identity shape interaction and on how interaction affects beliefs about identity and status. We are especially lacking, however, in investigations of how these cultural beliefs and interactional patterns help form and perpetuate network structures that provide the contexts of cross-sex and same-sex interaction. Such research is needed to close the circle of causality between structure and interaction out of which gender appears to emerge.
